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ABSTRACT 

Preliminary findings are reported f ros a study 
examining changes in preschool-aged child communication sUll 
occurring when parents vere trained to apply one of tvo procedures: 
milieu teaching and responsive-interactive teaching • Three families 
participated in milieu language training in vhich the adult uses 
naturally occurring situations as opportunities to teach language, 
and three families participated in responsive inte? action training, 
which aims to enhance the <iu2tlity and richness of parent-child 
cc»ir*«nication as a l)asis for stimulating child language develc^ment. 
Re.txlt.. 59uggest that parents can learn to use the milieu and 
responsive interaction procedures and that children derive tenefits 
from increased parent cc^ipetence in communicating vith their 
children. While milieu teaching appears more useful in developing 
specific language targets, response int«£raction shows some evidence 
of stimulating general child language behaviors. It is concluded that 
a hybrid intervention that blends the effective components of milieu 
and responsive interaction would be optimal. (JDD) 
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During th« last thr— years ve havs conducting a seriss of 
studiss coaparing the outcoMs of language interventions, for 
preschocl handicapped children. Our intent in conducting these 
studies %ras to identify the child characteristics associated wi.th 
optiaal outcoaes in three theoretically diverse treataents. The 
three treataents we have studied are didactic or behavioral 
instruction using the Cosaunication Training Prograa (Waryas and 
Stresel-Caapbell, 1983) , Milieu Te«iching (Kaiser, Hendrickson & 
Alpert, in press) and Responsive 'Interactive Teaching (based on 
the IHREAL Hodel; Weiss, 1985). 

In the first study in this series, we coapared Hilieu 
Teaching and Didactic Instruction when adainistered. by trained 
interveners in a classrooa setting with groups of three children 
(Yoder, Kaiser & Alpert, in press) . Forty childrer; preschool 
aged (2 1/2 years to 6 years at the start of the study) 
handicapped ^ildren ranging froa aoderately retarded to 
cognitively noraal, but language delayed participated in the 
training which lasted about 4 aonths (60 sessions o£ training) . 
The results showed that were no significant differences in 
outcoaes between the two treataents, but that children with 
particular characteristics did relatively better in one ot the 
other treataents. Children who did not talk auch (fower than. 
45/ utterances per ainate) , did not self-initiate often (less 
than 18% of their utterances were iaitated) were not very 
intelligible (less than 45% of utterances were at least partially 
intelligible) , and used a restricted vocabulary were likely to 



have benefitted aore fron the Milieu Teaching aethod. In 
contrast, children who self -initiated frequently (greater than 
65% of utterances were imitated) and were highly intelligible (at 
least 95% >f their utterances were intelligible) were likely to 
have benefitted more froa Didactic instruction. 

In the second study, we conpared Hiiieu Teaching and 
Responsive-Interactive Teaching when adainistered across the day 
by teachers in six classroom (Kaiser, Goldstein, Yoder, Alpert, 
Mousetis, and Fischer, in preparation) . The results of this 
study showed a similar pattern. There were no main effects for 
group, suggesting that neither treatment was on the average 
superior for all children. In general. Milieu Teaching appeared 
to be more effective for developmentally younger children 2md 
Responsive-Interaction appeared more effective for 
developmentally older children. For example, developmentally 
young children (MUJ less than 1.30) who don't talk much (fewer 
than 2.37 utterances per minute) Milieu Teaching facilitated 
receptive language development (SICDR) and responsiveness better 
than Responsive Interaction. For developmentally older children 
(i.e., HU3 greater than 3.13 and language age above 35 months), 
responsive interaction facilitates receptive language development 
(as measured by SICDR and PPVT) better than Milieu. (Note: the 
six interaction effects obtained in this study require a much 
more detailed presenilation than is given here; please interpret 
these data very cautiously.) 

We are now conducting a third study examining the effr.cts of 



Milieu TMching and Rasponsiva«»Zntaractiva Teaching whan appliad 
by parants* In this study, va ara axamining. changas in cliild 
cowunication skill occurring irt^an parants ara trainad to apply 
ona of tha two procaduras acrcss 20 sassion* Tha study is 
ongoing and will ultimataly involva 36 familias in group 
co^^rison. Today, Z would lika to report soma preliminary, 
single subject data six families • 

Within the single subject designs, the folloving questions 
are examined: First, does parent interaction style change from 
baseline to the end of training, specifically, are parents able 
to learn the content of the intervention program? And secondly,^, 
does the intervention program facilitate an increase in child 
intentional communicative utterances and acquisition of specific 
language targets? 

L Milieu Language Teaching in Parent^Based Intervention 

In the first study, three families participated in Milieu 
Language Training in which the adult uses naturally occurring 
situations, for example child requests, as opportunities to teach 
language when the child's interest and motivation are high (Hart 
6 Risley, 1975). The parent follows the child's interest and 
teaches language by providing specific prompts, and correction 
and reinforcement for child responses. 

The content of Milieu Language Teaching is outlined in Table 
1 and includes: (1) child-directed modeling in which the parent 



Insert Table 1 About Here 



provides a language nodel for the child to imitate; (2) the 
Mand-Hodel Procedure in which the child is first presented with a 
verbal sand related to the focus of the child's attention; (3) 
the Tiae Delay Procedure which incorporates a nonverbal cue, 
usually a pause in activity, when the child needs assistance or 
aaterials, to prompt a response; and (4) Incidental Teaching in 
which the parent recognizes and uses child requests for attention 
or assistance as opportunities to teach language, and then 
employs one of the other three procedures. 

Subjects. Child and parent characteristics for families 
randomly assigned to Milieu Language Training are presented in 
Table 2. 
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The children ranged in age from 28 to 40 months and demonstrated 
an 8-mcmth expressive language delay as measured by their scores 
on Expressive Scale of the Sequenced Inventory of Communication 
Skills (SICD) . Mothers ranged in age from 34 to 45 and had 
completed high school or collcKte. 

Method 

Setting. Baseline and parent-child training sessions 
occurred in therapy rooms at the John F. Kennedy Center at 
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FMbody College/Vanderbilt University. 

.]2tiisD« A multiple baseline design across three subjectc 
was impleaented. Pre- and post-test aeasures of child language 
skills were also taken. 

Meaaurea. With respect to parent use of Milieu Language 
Teaching, the current paper will focus on variables: the 
frequency and percent of correct teaching episodes; and the 
frequency and percent of correct episodes which taught targets. 
The child measure to be examined is the frequency of prompted and 
spontaneous use of targets. 

These measures were derived from 15 minute videotaped 
interactions between parent and child using che Milieu Teaching 
Code (Alpert & Kaiser, 1985) . Only ten minutes of each 15 minute 
sample was coded. Each instance of relevant parent and child 
behaviors was recorded in sequence. In addition all child 
prompted and spontaneous utterances were transcribed. 

Procadura. Each family participated in three experimental 
conditions: baseline, intervention, and followup. The current 
paper will discuss data for the baseline and intervention phases 
of the study. Concurrent with the baseline, language skills were 
assessed using the SICD, two 30-minute language samples at the 
beginning and end of baseline, and the Rescorla vocabulary 
checklist. Only children who had at least a five-word expressive 
vocabulary and an express.' ve or receptive language delay of at 
least eight months with respect to their chronological age were 
selected for the study. 



During oach baseline setsion, a l5-ainut« videotaped 
interaction between parent and child was recorded in a clinic 

I 

playroom. Parents were instructed to interact with their 
Children as naturally as possible. A standard set of age- 
appropriate toys was provided. 

Intervention consisted of twenty individual sessions, 
usually conducted twice a week, with trainers %Aio had extensive 
training in each inter/ention nodel and in effective parent 
training strategies. During each session, feedback on parent 
perfomance was provided, new language intervention techniques 
were discussed and modeled by the trainer, and a 15-minute 
interaction between parent and child was videotaped. The 
videotaped interactions were coded before the next session in 
order to monitor parent and child performance, and to provide 
guidance to the traiwjrs regarding future training objectives. 

Reliability data were collected for one baseline and two 
intervention sessions— one during the first half of training and 
one during the second half. Reliability of coding parental and 
Child behaviors was computed using an exact agreement procedure 
for the occurrence of behaviors in sequence, and was computed 
separately for parent and child behaviors using the following 
formula: 

Total number of «araain«>n»,« x 100 

Total number of agreements and disagreements 

A total of nine reliability checks were conducted. Reliability 
averaged (is currently being computed and will be reported i.t 
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ABA). 

Results 

R-ults for the dyads participating in Milieu Language 
Teaching are presented in Figures 1-3. 
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m Pigur. 1, aat. for th. fr.gu«.cy ^ of oorr«t 

t..chi„, .pi.od.. „. p„..„t«,. i„ ort«: to .««riz. par.„t 
l..r„l„,, th. four proc«I«».— 
«<1.1, tl« a.Uy, tacl<,«.t.l t«ohin,™w.r. .«««d, ^ th. 
tr«w«Ky .nd i„rc«,t of corr«^ proo«l«r. w. co^„t«.. ' 
Fr.,u.„cy Of corr.ct us. i. ^ . ^^^^ 
.how„ With b«». Th. SCI. Of p«c«,t corr.ct is on th. ^ 
v.rtic.l During b.s.lin.. f.^u.. typically eoi.pl.t«. 

f.w«: th«, t«, corr«:t .iii.„ t..chin, .pised.., i... th.n 40% of 
th. total nu«b« of .ili.u .pisod.. w.r. oorrMt. 

During int.rv«,tion th. fr«p,«cy of corr.ct us. incr«.«, 
.ubtantiauy for .11 f„aii.., ^ ^^^^^^ 

«h.n fr.qu«,cy of corr.ot „.. d.ciin.d to b...lin. i.v.i.. «,il. 
Dyad A ha. not co»pl.t«l '•raining, th. tr«ui i, toward an 
incr«.ing p«c«,t of corr.et .pisod..— 60 and .o»for th. last 
t«. .pi.od... Dyad 8 d«»„.trat«« ,od..t i^roy,^ i„ th. 
P.re«,t Of corr«rtay produo<«l .pi,od.. and in fr.,u«wy of 
corr««: .pi.od... ai.o b.t„.«, «o and .0%; whil. Dyad c .how.d 
gains, but variabl. in both tr.,u«,cy p.rc«,t oorr«=t. 
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R .r«ly w«r« nor« than 60% of Dyad C*s apisodas corract. 

Flcnira 2 prasants tha fraquancy and parcant of corract 



Insart Figura 2 about hara 



apisodas which taught targats. Targats waira taught in corract 
apisodas raraly, if at all during basalina with tha axcaption of 
Sassion 4 fo:r Dyad B. During intarvanticn, tha fraguancy and 
parcant of corract apisodas usad to taach targats incraasad for 
all fanilias. Tha fraquancy of corract targat taaching during 
training rangad from 5 to IC timas for Dyads A and C> and about 4 
timas par sassion for Dyed B. For all dyads, the parcant of 
corract usa rangad from 60 to 100% for about tha last half of tha 
intervention sessions. While the frequency of correct episodes 
which taught targets remained constant for Dyads B and C, the 
percent of correct use varied considerably. 

Figure 3 presents child prompted and spontaneous use of 
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targets. Prompted use was defined as a response to a nand or 
modal, while spontaneous use included child production of targets 
outside milieu teaching episodes and also in response to time 
delays. Children A and C increased their production of prompted 
and spontaneous targets; generally they produced a greater ntimber 
of spontaneously than prompted targete. While Dyad C maintained 
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a fairly constant rata of targat production across tha training 
condition, ranging from fiva to fiftaan targats par sassion. Dyad 
A significantly incraasad spontanaous production aftar sassion 13 
and has aaintainad that incraasa* Dyad B daaonstratad only 
modast incraasas in proaptad targat production, and no changa in 
spontanaous production in training as conparad to basalina* 

Discussion 

Thasa rasults suggast that parants can laam to usa tha 
Niliau procaduras to taach spacific languaga targats, and that 
childran can acquire specific targats ^an parants ara givan 
appropriate training. Lon^ar training, hovavar, may ba raquirad 
to stabilize parent and child performance • Parents in dyadj A 
and B demonstrated fairly consistent performance of correct 
teaching episodes. Their performance was less consistent with 
respect to percent of correct episodes which taught targets. In 
part^ increases in correct episodes to teach targets reflected 
parents becoming more proficient over time with correcting child 
responses within target teaching episodes. Dyad C*s data was 
variable tor both parent and child measures. It is important to 
point out that Dyad C*s attendance was inconsistent, and that 
training lasted almost eight months with periods of absenteeism 
lasting from two to four weeks* A critical feature of parent 
training may be not only length of training but also consistency 
such that behaviors can be shaped and reinforced on a frequent 
basis. 

Uj — Raapongivft xnt^raction in Parent-Bagsajmtftrvntion 
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Thm ••cond study ttxaminsd changes in parmt intaraction 
■tyla, child acquisition of spacific languaga targats, and 
incraasas in child intantional ccaininieativa uttarancas for thraa 
familias who participatad in Rasponsiva Zntaraction training. 
Tha goal of Rasponsiva Intaraction is to anhanca tha quality and 
richnass of parant>child coBuunication as a basis for stivulating 
child languaga davalopmant (Waiss, 1981) . Nhan tha parant 
rasponds to tha child's conmunicativa attam; cs cbntingantly, a 
priffla opportunity is providad for languaga laaming. 

In contrast to Miliau Languaga Taaching, Rasponsiva 
intaraction doas not usa verbal and nonverbal prompts for child 
rasponses. Tha parant provides a nonnanding modal and an 
opportunity for tha child to continue the conversction verbally. 
No attempt is made to ask the child to answer questions or 
imitate language models. Responsive Interaction encompasses the 
philosophy "communication, and not correction, facilitates 
langu&ge growth." 

The content of Responsive Interaction is outlined in Table 

3. 
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The use of S.O.U.L. allows the parent an opportunity to observe 
and "tune into" the child's play at tha child's level. Thus, the 
parent does not intrude, but rather enters into play with the 
child, allowing the child to lead tha activity, strategies to 
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react to che child at a verbal and nonvarbal level include vocal 
monitoring and reflecting, expanding the child's utterances, and 
Mirroring or imitating the child's nonverbal behaviors, for 
example, gestures or clapping. This last technique has been 

especially effective for developing an initial format for 
conversation between parents and nonverbal children. Descriptive 
talking strategies include parallel talk about what the child is 
doing, thinking, and feeling; self talk about the parent; and on- 
topic modeling about the ongoing activity. Finally, the use of 
pause after parent and child utterances allows the child to tak<9 
a turn and respond to a parent comment or to continue the child's, 
own turn. 

Subjects. Child and parent characteristics for families i^o 
were randomly assigned to Responsive- Interaction training are 
presented in Table 4. 
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All three subjects were three-years old and demonsl - r^d 
expressive language delays ranging from 12 to 18 lonths. 
Parents' ages ranged from 28 to 32 years. Two completed high 
school while one completed college. 

Method 

The setting, design, and procedure were similar to that for 
the Milieu feunilies. Parent use of Responsive Interaction 
techniques was assessed by measuring three variables: (a) 
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trmqumney of parent uttarancM which att«Bpt«d to racruit the 
clsild*s attention avay tram the child** focus of interest or 
i^ich narrated topics not related to the activity; (b) frequency 
and percent of Level One responses to child verbal and nonverbal 
behaviors, (Level one responses were posited to be the aost 
effective language facilitating responses within the Responsive- 
Interaction Model. These responses included descriptive talk, 
repeat, expansion, and clarification of child utterances, and 

mirroring of nonverbal child behavior as coqmred to responding 

to child utterances with questions, instructions, etc) ; and (c) 
frequency of descriptive talk, repeat, and expansion of child 
utterances which modeled t he target . Child measiires included the 
frequency of spontaneous target production and frequency of 
intentional communicative utterances. 

As in the previous Milieu study, the measures were derived 
from videotaped interactions between parent and child using the 
Combined Code (Alpert, et al., 1989). Reliability data were 
collected and computed in a maimer similar to that employed with 
the milieu families. A total of nine reliability checks were 
conducted, and reliability averaged (is currently being computed 
and will be presented) . 

Results 

Results for the dyads participating in Responsive 
Interaction training are presented in figures 4-7. 

A low . umber cf utterances which do not follow the child's 
lead reflects the degree to which the parent **tuned into** the 
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child and used seBantically contingent language 
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As figure 4 shows, parents in all three dyads were variable 
during baseline and produced a number of utterances (ranging from 
0^55) which failed to focus on the child's activity. The number 
of utterances %Aiich did not follow the child's lead significantly 
declined following introduction of the intervention and, remained 
low throughout remainder of training. 

Figure 5 shows the frequency md percent of Level One 
responses to child verbal and nonverbal behavior. Parents 
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demonstrated different patterns of behavior during baseline. 
Dyad A used very few instances of repeat, expansion, or 
de^^criptive talk, less than ten occurrences; parents in Dyads B*s 
and C's use ranged from 10 to 30 utterances, both use of Level 1 
response declined over the baseline period. All families 
increased the freqt^ency of their use of Level 1 responses during 
intervention, although Parent B*s data was quite variable Dyads 
A and C showed a consistent upward rrend across the intervention 
period in frequency of descriptive talk, repeat, and expansion. 
With respect to the percent of Level 1 feedback, (that is, the 
percent of 4II feedback that was Level 1) parents demonstrated 
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only MMt gains across training. Usually about 40-60% of thsir 
uttaranoM consistad of Icval ona fa«9lback, su^asting that aore 
total faadback at all lavals was givan across tha intarvantion. 
In Figura 6, tha usa of dascriptiva talk, rajjctitions, and 
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•xpansions to no^al targets is shown, hll dyads increased their 
use of these utterances to nodel child language targets.. Again, 
Dyad B was more variable than either Dyad A, who desonstrated a 
small but steady increase in use- or Dyad C who showed a 
substantial increase in target level utterances, but with 
variability over time. 

Figure 7 examines child performance with respect to both 
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frequency of child target use and intentional communicative 
utterances. The line with squares represents intentional 
comr^anication, asterisks indicate spontaneous use of targets. 
Intentional communicative utterances were defined as "any 
partially or completely intelligible utterance". Unintelligible 
utterances were excluded with one exception: unintelligible 
utterances accompanied by a gesture for an object, assistance, or 
attention. There was no use of spontaneous targets nroduamA by 
Child A during baseline and training. Dyads B and C demonstrated 
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ainimal gains in spontaneous target production aftsr 10 
intsrvsntion sessions. Dyads A and C, howsvsr, shoved 
substantial gains with respect to intentional connmicative 
utterances while Dyad B shoved a slight upvard trend with 
variability across sessions. 

Discuif!!!ion 

Like Milieu families, Responsive-Znt«raction faailies 
learned the procedures and used the procedures to teach language 
targets. During the intervention, parents becaae nore "in tune" 
vith their children as the decrease and stabilization of nussbers 
of utterances vhich failed to follov the child's lead 
demonstrated. 

Although the frequency of Level 1 feedback increased, the 
percent of Level 1 feedback as covpaied to all other feedback 
remained the same across baseline and inteic-vention. 

Increases in spontaneous target production vere minimal for 
Children B and C while production of targets by CT/ _ A did not 
change from baseline to training. An increase in intentionally 
conmunicative utterances was demonstrated, however, for all 
dyads. The failure to increase target use by the child could 
have resulted from two factors: The children in Responsive 
Interaction were fur.utioning at a single* and two-word level upon 
entry to the program. It may be that to get target production at 
this early stage of language requires a greater length of time 
than twenty sessions. Second, Responsive-Interaction does not 
have as its goal the teaching of specific language targets; 
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Rathttr it is dttsignsd to stiaulat« gmsral language skills. The 
incrsass in child intantional coxnunieativa uttsrancas say 
rciflaet tha stimulation of ganaral coanunication skills by ths 
parant in Rasponsiva Intoraction. 

Finally, it should ba mantionad that tha Bost variabla 
faaily, Dyad B also was absent froB training for long periods of 
tins, and the variability in perfomanca could have reflected the 
inconsistent training. 

General Discussion ' 
Results suggest that parents are able to learn the content 
of Milieu Language Teaching and Responsive Interaction, and that, 
cdiildren derive benefits from increased parent conpetence in 
communicating with their children. While Milieu appears more 
useful in developing specific language targets, Responsive- 
Interaction shows some evidence of stimulating general child 
language behaviors. The long term gains of children remain to be 
analyzed by pre-post data which are part of the larger study. 

Secondly, frequent and consistent attendance appears 
important for developing skills in both interventions. 

Toward a Hybrid Model for Parent-Implemented Language 

Intervention 

While we have generally been seeking to answer the question 
"Which intervention is better?" in our last three years of 
research, our work with parents and the results of Study 3 have 
lead us to conclude that a hybrid intervention that blends the 
effective components of Milieu and Responsive Interaction would 

17 



b« a mors appropriats altttmativ*. Our reasoning is bas«d on 
several assuaptions: To data, no single theoretical model of 
intervention has proven fully effective in remediating the 

social, linguistic and learning deficits of young children with 
developmental disabilities, alternative models of intervention 
strategies are needed. An optimal model appears to be one in 
which social communication is built through interactions with an 
invested caregiver and salient, but limited episodes of 
incidental type teaching are focused slightly in advance of the 
child's current language level. An optimal model of intervention 
also includes strategies for arranging the environment and the 
interactional context to be fully supportive of the targeted 
language intervention. 

Components of the H ybrid Modrl. The model is composed of 
three components; A) Environmental Arrangement; B) Responsive- 
Interaction; and C) Milieu Teaching. These components are 
summarized in Table 5. 
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The hybrid model as a multicomponent intervention has three 
particular strengths. First, it is a model that is consistent 
with the parenting role and the family systems context in which 
parents normally interact with their language learning children. 
Second, by including the arrangement of the environment as a 
primary «,omponent of the intervention, support for parent 
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teaching and for child rasponsivenass to thia taaching ara built 
into tha BOdal. Thus, tha intarvantion includas procaduras to 
enhanca all six aspacts of tha anvironaantal systaa thought to be 
critical to tha child's languaga laaming. Third, tha 
nulticonponant natura of tha nodal allows tha intarvantion to ba 
tailored to tha child's communication skills by amphasizing those 
aspacts of the intervention that most immediately fit the child's 
learning style and skills. Over time, using the same 
foundational model of intervention, greater emphasis can be 
placed on the components of the model that fit the child's 
developing skills. 

Determining the extent to which this hybrid model is able to 
accomplish the four tasks of language intervention is, of course, 
an empirical question. We have just begun to conduct research on 
this model (Cronin, Hemmeter, and Kaiser, in progress) . 
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Table 1 

Conf^nt of Milte 

1. Model Procedure 

2. Mand-Model Procedure 

3. Time Delay Procedure 

4. incfdental Teaching 



Subiftct: f*yi«racA«r{« ttc« for »lli#u ya»ni>. 



Child Sax Handicapping Languaga 

Condition Aga* 



Dyad A 36 Months n languaga 

Dalay 



28 Months 



Dyad B 40 Months p Language 

Delay 



32 Months 



Dyad C 28 Months M 



Language 
Delay 



20 Months 



♦ As Measured by the SICD Expressive Sc«le 



iSSES^* Parent Pumt 



"f^^®?J? 34 Ta<^iqal 

-l«c. Action (3 const.) 

-toe. state i(3 const.) 

-Action 4. Intention 

-Pronouns "I",, "»»«», "She" 



-Attribution + Existence 45 High 
-Infinitive Phrase School 
-CoMpound & — 



"J2^®?J? 3« Collage 

-idc. Action (2 Const.) 

-State (2 Const.) 

-Recurrence 4 Noun 
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Table 3 



The Conte nt of RMpon>ivft Interaction 

1. S.O.U.L - 

Silence, Obeervatlon, Understanding, Listening 

2. Strategies to React to the Child 

Vocal Monitoring 

Expansion 

Mirroring 

3. Descriptive Talk 

Parallel Talk 
Self Talk 

On-Topic Modeling 



4 



Pause 



Table 4 

Subject Characteristics for Ramongive intewi c tion 9»mUimn 



Child Sex Handicapping 
Age Condition 



Language 
Age* 



Language 
Targets 



Parent Parent 
Age Education 



Dyad A 36 aonths F 



Language 
Delay 



2U Bonths -Verbs "Want" and "Open" 

-Recurrence * Noun 



28 



Hi^ Sdiool 



Dyad B 38 aonths F 



Cerebral 
Palsy 



20 ■onths -Nonexistence + Noun 

-Loc. Action (2 Const.) 
-Action (2 Const.) 



28 



High 
School 



Dyad C 36 Months M 



Language 
Delay 



24 Months -Action (1 Const.) 

-State (1 Const.) 
-Attribution + Existence 
-Action (3 Const.) 
-Loc. Action (3 const.) 
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College 



* As Measured by the SICD Expressive Scale 
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Tables 



TRAINING CONTENT 



tal A 



iniL*;iiii;'jiit'!V^Mr*>ii>L'iiiL^iii 



Selecting materials 

Mediating the environment 

Arranging the setting to promote engagement 

Spednc strategies to support chiki initiations 



II. Responsive Interaction Strategies 

Principles of conversational interactions 

Following child's lead 

Establishing tumtaking 

Encouraging tumtaldng 

Balancing turns 

Maintaining Child's topic 

Parallel and self-talk 

Matchinjg child's complexity level 

Expanding and imitating chiki utterances 

L^atency. pausing and sustained attention 



III. Milieu Teaching Techniques 

Chik^cued modeling 
Mand-modeling 
Timc-delay 
Incidental teaching 



